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Response to Comment G3-150 

ESA Section 10(a)(2)(A)(iv) requires, as a condition of ITP 
approval, that a conservation plan specify “such other measures 
that the Secretary may require as being necessary or appropriate 
for purposes of the plan.” ESA Section 10(a)(2)(B) directs the 
Services to issue an ITP if it finds that the measures specified 
under Section 10(a)(2)(A)(iv), if any, will be met and “has 
received other assurances as he may require that the plan will be 
implemented.” Here, the purposes of the Plan are served by the 
proposed suite of measures in the Operating Conservation 
Program and other aspects of Plan implementation, such as the IA. 

The obligations set forth in the IA - including the funding 
provisions (IA Paragraph 7) and remedies, enforcement, penalties 
and dispute resolution provisions (IA Paragraph 13) - provide 
additional assurances that the Plan will be implemented. See also 
Master Response 14 regarding Plan enforceability. Regarding the 
Services’ authority to enter the Plan Area for inspections and 
monitoring, see IA Paragraph 8.5. 
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Response to Comment G3-151 

The term of the Plan and Permits will be 50 years. Provisions for 
extending or terminating this term are presented in IA Paragraph 6. 
The Services believe that the Plan, EIS and IA are consistent with 
the final Five Points Policy (June 1, 2000, 65 Fed. Reg. 35242), 
including the guidance relating to permit duration. 

 
Response to Comment G3-152 

The HCP approval criteria provide that an ITP is issued to 
authorize take that is incidental to otherwise lawful activity. The 
Services are not required to evaluate Green Diamond’s compliance 
with laws as a prerequisite to issuance of this Permit, and no 
specific information has been provided to the Service that 
demonstrates that any of the Plan measures are in violation of 
applicable State and Federal laws. Regarding the regulatory 
context in which the Plan will be implemented and the Permits 
will be in effect, see AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4 and EIS Section 
1.5.  
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Response to Comment G3-153 

The criteria and standards with which the Plan and EIS must 
comply are set forth in AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.1 and EIS 
Section 1.5, and are discussed in Master Response 8. Use of 
herbicides and other chemicals are not a covered activity - see 
Master Response 4 regarding consideration of herbicides in the 
Plan and EIS. Therefore, the potential impact associated with such 
use is beyond the scope of the Plan and EIS. In the EIS, see 
generally Sections 3.4 - Aquatic Resources (Affected Environment) 
and 4.4 - Aquatic Resources (Environmental Consequences). In 
the Plan, see AHCP/CCAA Section 7 (Assessment of the 
Conservation Strategy’s Effectiveness in Fulfilling the Plan’s 
Purposes). In addition, as described in the Plan and EIS, the 
USFWS believes that the benefits to the covered amphibian 
species from Plan implementation would, if combined with 
conservation measures applied on other necessary properties, 
contribute to their status sufficiently to avoid the need to list them 
under the ESA. The analyses in the Plan and EIS support NMFS’ 
conclusion that, overall, the Plan’s extent of mitigation meets the 
requirements to minimize and mitigate the impacts of taking to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

The Services have concluded that the Plan’s conservation 
measures meet the approval criteria for an ESP/CCAA and an 
ITP/HCP. The Services believe that the Plan’s conservation 
measures minimize and mitigate individual impacts of take by 
category and type of impact, and that the activities and 
management practices under the Operating Conservation Program 
(AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2) will result in improvements in habitat 
conditions for the covered species. See Master Response 9 
regarding quantifying take. For the reasons set forth in Master 



Response 9, the Services believe that the Plan is consistent with the 
requirements of the ESA regarding evaluation of take and its impacts. 
There is no independent requirement under NEPA that the EIS quantify 
take. 

Regarding consideration in the Plan of potential impacts on water 
resources, see AHCP/CCAA Section 7 (Assessment of the Conservation 
Strategy’s Effectiveness in Fulfilling the Plan’s Purposes) generally, 
and more specifically, AHCP/CCAA Sections 7.2.1 (Potential for 
Altered Hydrology), 7.2.2 (Potential for Increased Sediment Inputs) and 
7.2.5 (Potential for Altered Water Temperature), among others. 
Regarding consideration in the EIS of potential impacts on water 
resources, see EIS Section 4.0 (Environmental Consequences) generally, 
and more specifically, EIS Sections 4.3 (Hydrology and Water Quality) 
and 4.4 (Aquatic Resources). The primary water quality parameters of 
concern in the Plan Area are suspended sediment, turbidity, and water 
temperature. 

 

Response to Comment G3-154 

The purpose of the ESA Section 10 permitting process is not to compare 
conservation programs measure for measure, but rather to ensure that 
the criteria for issuing such permits are met, based upon site-specific, 
species-specific and activity-specific conditions. The criteria and 
standards with which the Plan and EIS must comply are set forth in EIS 
Sections 1.3 and 1.5, and are discussed in Master Response 8. 
Accordingly, the Permit applicant may propose any suite of measures, 
and need not “match” the measures proposed in other contexts, so long 
as the standards are met and criteria are satisfied.  

Furthermore, the compromise standards cited in the scoping letter were 
prepared in the context of short term HCPs. The initial term of this Plan 
and these Permits is 50 years (AHCP/CCAA 1.3.1) and may be 
extended in accordance with IA Paragraph 6 (Term).  

See also Master Response 18 (Riparian Widths). 

 

Response to Comment G3-155 

As provided in EIS Section 2.6, the Services considered, but did not 
carry forward for detailed analysis, other alternatives, including 
application of Federal forest management measures. As discussed in 
Master Response 8, the Services have concluded that the Plan’s 
conservation measures (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2) meet the approval 
criteria for an ESP/CCAA and an ITP/HCP. The criteria are set forth in 
AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.1 and EIS Section 1.5. The Services believe 
that the Plan’s conservation measures not only minimize and mitigate 
individual impacts of take by category and type of impact, but that the 
activities and management practices under the Operating Conservation 
Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2 as discussed in AHCP/CCAA 
Section 6.3) will result in improvements in habitat conditions for the 
species relative to existing conditions and conditions that are expected 
to occur over time under the No Action Alternative, and help preclude 
the need for future listing of the unlisted covered species.  

 
Response to Comment G3-156 

See Master Response 18 (Riparian Widths) and Master Response 6 
(Relationship between the Green Diamond Plan and the Pacific Lumber 
Company HCP). See Alternative B (Simplified Prescriptions) described 
in EIS Section 2.4 and EIS Table 2.7-1 (Description of Alternatives), 
which compares measures under each of the alternatives.. 
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Response to Comment G3-157 

Implementation of the Operating Conservation Program 
(AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2, as discussed in AHCP/CCAA Section 
6.3) will protect intermittent streams. In the Plan, see 
AHCP/CCAA Sections 6.2.1 (Riparian Management Measures), 
6.2.2 (Slope Stability Measures), 6.2.3 (Road Management 
Measures), 6.2.4 (Harvest-related Ground Disturbance Measures) 
and 7 (Assessment of the Conservation Strategy’s Effectiveness in 
Fulfilling the Plan’s Purposes). In the EIS, see Section 4.3 
(Hydrology and Water Quality) and Section 4.4 (Aquatic 
Resources). 

 
Response to Comment G3-158 

See the response to Comment G3-157 regarding protection of 
riparian and other areas through implementation of the Operating 
Conservation Program. The Services believe that adequate 
measures for seeps, springs, and other non-stream riparian areas 
are included in the scope of prescriptions provided in Green 
Diamond’s Operating Conservation Program. As further noted in 
EIS Section 2.2.3.1 (Riparian Habitat under the Proposed Action), 
ponds, swamps, bogs, springs, and seeps that support aquatic 
species, including the amphibian covered species, would be 
afforded the same protection as other Class II watercourses. 
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Response to Comment G3-159 

Regardless of the adequacy of the proposed conservation strategy 
proposed by NMFS (1998), the USFWS has determined that the 
measures set forth in the Operating Conservation Program 
(AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2, as discussed in AHCP/CCAA Section 
6.3) for the amphibian covered species meet the issuance criteria 
for an ESP/CCAA. See EIS Section 1.3 and Master Response 8. 
The amphibian covered species in the Plan are the southern torrent 
salamander and tailed frog. See AHCP/CCAA Sections 1.3.3.2 
(ESP Species), 3.2.2 (Amphibian Species Characteristics), 3.3.2 
(Amphibian Habitat Characteristics) and Appendices A.1.5 
(Tailed Frog) and A.1.6 (Southern Torrent Salamander). 
Measures addressing these species are set forth in the Operating 
Conservation Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2) and 
conclusions regarding the effectiveness of conservation measures 
are reached in AHCP/CCAA Section 7 - in particular, see 
AHCP/CCAA Section 7.5 (Benefits of the Conservation Measures 
for the ESP Species). In the EIS, see Section 3.4.5 (Ecological 
Implications of Land Management Activities on Aquatic and 
Riparian Habitat, Fish, and Amphibians) and Section 4.4.3.7 
(Summary of Effects). 

 
Response to Comment G3-160 

See response to Comment G3-159 and Master Response 8. So 
long as the Permit issuance criteria discussed in EIS Section 1.3 
are satisfied, the ESA does not require that any particular measure, 
or suite of measures, be included in an operating conservation 
program. The composition of the suite of measures included in an 
operating conservation program, including whether to provide 



long-term refugia or “anchor habitats” for amphibians, lies within the 
discretion of the Permit applicant.  

 
Response to Comment G3-161 

The Plan must meet the requirements of the ESA Section 10 Permit 
issuance criteria to qualify for approval. See EIS Section 1.3 and Master 
Response 8. For the reasons discussed in Master Response 8 and based 
on analyses set forth in the Plan and EIS and discussed throughout these 
responses to comments, the Services believe that the Plan, including its 
measures relating to habitat conditions in the Plan Area, meet applicable 
requirements. 

 
Response to Comment G3-162 

See Master Response 17, regarding road density, and AHCP/CCAA 
Section 6.2.3, as discussed in AHCP/CCAA 6.3.3 regarding the Plan’s 
road management measures. The Services believe that the Plan’s 
approach to addressing significant sources of sediment in the Plan Area 
- including measures to address riparian management, slope stability and 
harvest-related ground disturbance as well as road management - 
satisfies the ESA Section 10 Permit approval criteria. See EIS Section 
1.3 and Master Response 8 regarding Permit approval criteria. 

 
Response to Comment G3-163 

See response to Comment G3-162.  

Response to Comment G3-164 

The road management measures discussed in AHCP/CCAA Section 
6.2.3 include stream crossings (see, e.g., AHCP/CCAA Sections 
6.2.3.3.2 and 6.2.3.4.7. Regarding protection for seeps and springs, see 
the response to Comment G3-158. 
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Response to Comment G3-165 

The Plan’s biological goals and objectives are set forth in 
AHCP/CCAA Section 6.1. Monitoring provisions are set forth in 
AHCP/CCAA Sections 6.2.5 and 6.2.7, and are discussed further 
in AHCP/CCAA Sections 6.3.5 and 6.3.7. Adaptive management 
measures are set forth in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.6, and are 
discussed in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.3.6 and IA Paragraph 10.0.  

Regarding water temperature in particular, see AHCP/CCAA 
Section 6.1.2.1 (Biological Goals), Section 6.1.2.2.1 (Summer 
Water Temperature Objective); AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.5.1.1 
and Appendix D.1.2 regarding annual summer water temperature 
monitoring in Class I and Class II watercourses pursuant to 
effectiveness monitoring efforts, and AHCP/CCAA Section 
6.2.5.1.2 and Appendix D.1.3 regarding BACI water temperature 
monitoring in selected reaches of Class II watercourses. 

 
Response to Comment G3-166 

Herbicide and other chemical use are not covered activities. 
Regarding chemical application, see Master Response 4 
(Herbicides). Regarding the scope of analysis in the Plan and EIS 
(the Proposed Action), the term “covered activities” for the 
purposes of the Plan and Permits is defined in IA Paragraph 3.3. 
The covered activities themselves are set forth in AHCP/CCAA 
Section 1.3.4 and Section 2 and analyzed as part of the “Proposed 
Action” in the EIS (see, e.g., EIS Section 2.2.1). 

Based on the riparian management measures (set forth in 
AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.1 and discussed in AHCP/CCAA 
Section 6.3.1) and other measures included in the Operating 



Conservation Program, as well as the underlying analysis supporting 
such measures, the Services have determined that the Plan meets the 
ESA Section 10 Permit issuance criteria discussed in EIS Section 1.3 
and Master Response 8. These measures are analyzed in the EIS as part 
of the Proposed Action. See, e.g., EIS Section 4.3.3.2, discussing large 
woody debris and EIS Section 4.3.3.3 discussing bank stability. 

 
Response to Comment G3-167 

Regarding assessment of potential impacts on hydrology in the Plan, 
see, e.g., AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.1 (Riparian Management Measures) 
and Section 6.2.4 (Harvest-Related Ground Disturbance Measures). See 
also AHCP/CCAA Section 7 generally (Assessment of the Conservation 
Strategy’s Effectiveness in Fulfilling the Plan’s Purposes) and, more 
specifically, AHCP/CCAA Section 7.2.1 (Potential for Altered 
Hydrology). In the EIS, see Section 4.3 (Hydrology and Water Quality) 
concluding, in part, that implementation of the comprehensive 
prescriptive measures contained in the Proposed Action would result in 
equal or slightly improved water quality conditions relative to current 
conditions and conditions that are expected to occur over time under the 
No Action Alternative. Based on the analysis in and supporting the Plan 
and EIS, the Services have determined that the suite of measures in the 
Operating Conservation Program, including those which address 
hydrological impacts, satisfy the Permit issuance criteria. 

Response to Comment G3-168 

The Plan includes harvest-related ground disturbance measures in 
AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.6.2.4, as discussed in AHCP/CCAA Section 
6.3.4. These measures are assessed in the EIS as part of the Proposed 
Action (see, e.g., EIS Section 4.2.3.1). Although harvest related ground 
disturbance could reduce the infiltration capacity and alter the process of 
subsurface water movement through soil compaction, the harvest-related 
ground disturbance measures described in the Plan would reduce 
associated impacts and, thereby, protect groundwater flows. 

 

Response to Comment G3-169 

The Plan and EIS address potential environmental effects and impacts of 
take from erosion and sedimentation associated with the covered 
activities. Regarding the covered activities, see response to Comment 
G3-166. See AHCP/CCAA Section 7 (Assessment of the Conservation 
Strategy’s Effectiveness in Fulfilling the Plan’s Purposes) generally 
and, more specifically, AHCP/CCAA Section 7.2.2 (Potential for 
Increased Sediment Inputs) and Section 7.5 (Benefits of the 
Conservation Measures for the ESP Species). In the EIS, see Section 
3.4.5.4 (Land Management Activities and Ecological Implications) and, 
analyzing the Proposed Action, EIS Section 4.4.3.4 (Aquatic Habitat). 

 
Response to Comment G3-170 

Regarding harvest rate limitations, see Master Responses 3 (Cumulative 
Effects) and 11 (Disturbance Index/Rate of Harvest). Regarding 
limitations on road density, see Master Response 17. The Plan includes 
measures to address slope stability. See AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.2 
(Slope Stability Measures) as discussed in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.3.2 
(Slope Stability Measures). See also AHCP/CCAA Appendix B, 
regarding landslide terminology, and AHCP/CCAA Appendix F, 
regarding sediment delivery studies and modeling efforts. Potential 
impacts on unstable slope were analyzed in the EIS as part of the 
Proposed Action. See EIS Section 4.2.3.2 (Hillslope Mass Wasting), 
where the slope stability conservation measures included under the 
Proposed Action are described. 

 
Response to Comment G3-171 

Monitoring and adaptive management procedures for the Plan’s covered 
species are identified in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.5 (Effectiveness 
Monitoring Measures), Section 6.2.6 (Adaptive Management Measures), 
and Section 6.2.7 (Implementation Monitoring Measures). These 
measures are analyzed in the EIS as part of the Proposed Action.  



Response to Comment G3-172 

Based on the Operating Conservation Program (set forth AHCP/CCAA 
Section 6.2 and discussed in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.3) and the 
underlying analysis, the Services have determined that the Plan meets 
the ESA Section 10 Permit issuance criteria discussed in AHCP/CCAA 
Section 1.4.1, EIS Section 1.3 and Master Response 8. Further, the 
“gaps and problems” relating to the Washington watershed analysis 
process that are identified in the scoping comment are not relevant here, 
where: 

(1)  The Plan uses the best scientific and commercial data available. See 
Master Response 1.3 and AHCP/CCAA Appendix C, regarding 
studies, surveys and assessments in the Plan Area of covered species 
and their habitats. See also ACHP/CCAA Section 4.4 regarding 
assessment of habitat conditions and status of covered species on an 
HPA-by-HPA basis. 

(2) The Operating Conservation Program addresses not only shade and 
LWD, but also microclimate and sediment inputs. Regarding 
overstory canopy, see, for example, AHCP/CCAA Sections 
6.2.1.2.1 and 6.2.1.4.1; regarding LWD retention, see, for example, 
AHCP/CCAA Sections 6.2.1.6.2 and 6.2.1.7.5. Regarding 
microclimate, one of the most important functions of riparian 
management zones, see AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.1. Regarding the 
reduction of sediment input into Plan Area watercourses, see 
AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.6.2.2 and Section 6.2.3. 

(3) Implementation of the Plan and issuance of the Permits is subject to 
otherwise applicable requirements, including compliance with anti-
degradation standards. See AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4 (Context) and 
EIS Section 1.5.3.3 (applicable State requirements include 
compliance with the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act and 
the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Water 
Pollution Control Plan, the “Basin Plan.” In accordance with 
Chapter 5 of the Basin Plan (Plans and Policies), regional water 
quality control boards are directed to implement the provisions of 
several statewide plans and policies, including the Policy with 

Respect to Maintaining High Quality Waters in California 
(Resolution No. 68-16). 

(4) Regarding hydrologic function, see the response to Comment G3-
167. 

(5) Influences on water temperature, including air temperature, relative 
humidity, wind speed and turbidity, will be monitored as part of the 
in selected sites as part of the Experimental Watersheds Program 
(AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.5.4, as discussed in AHCP/CCAA 
Section 6.3.5.5). 
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Response to Comment G3-173 

Under the Plan, RMZs in the Plan Area will lead to increased age 
class and size as well as increased total acreage with dense canopy 
closure. The accelerated development of mid and late-seral stand 
types as a result of implementation of conservation measures in 
the Operating Conservation Program is anticipated to be most 
pronounced within riparian areas. These trends would be expected 
to result in some long-term benefits to wildlife species that use 
these habitats. See, for example, EIS Section 4.5.3.1 regarding the 
general effects of the Proposed Action on vegetation and plant 
species of concern; EIS Section 4.5.3.2, regarding riparian 
management effects of the Proposed Action on vegetation and 
plant species of concern; and Section 4.6, regarding terrestrial 
habitat/wildlife species of concern and noting that bald eagles, 
Northern spotted owls and Del Norte salamanders are expected to 
benefit from the enhanced riparian and late seral forest conditions 
under the Proposed Action compared to the No Action Alternative.  

Regarding the covered species, as discussed in AHCP/CCAA 
Section 7.2.4.2.1, as assessed in AHCP/CCAA Section 4.3.11 and 
Appendix C11, presence/absence surveys indicate that southern 
torrent salamanders and tailed frogs have been identified in 80.3 
and 75.0%, respectively, of sampled Plan Area streams in stands 
that ranged from recent clearcuts to mature second growth (Diller 
and Wallace 1996 and 1999). This is consistent with studies done 
in more interior areas to the east of the Plan Area, which identified 
both torrent salamanders and tailed frogs in 70% and 81%, 
respectively, of streams in old growth forests. Further, coastal 
cutthroat trout identified in open stream reaches that had been 
recently clearcut had similar growth rates to those identified in 
pristine old growth streams (AHCP/CCAA Section 7.5.1). 



Presumably resident rainbow trout would have a similar response to 
timber harvesting activities as coastal cutthroat trout populations; but 
there have been no specific studies that have examined these effects on 
the resident form of the rainbow trout (AHCP/CCAA Section 7.5.1).  

Information about the covered species is provided in AHCP/CCAA 
Section 3 and is supplemented with additional detail in AHCP/CCAA 
Appendix A. See also EIS Section 3.4 (Aquatic Resources). An HPA-
by-HPA assessment of habitat conditions and the status of covered 
species, as well as other specific information about the Plan Area, is 
provided in AHCP/CCAA Section 4 and elements of the “affected 
environment” are set forth in EIS Section 3. 

Regarding the allocation of habitat for listed species on Federal and 
non-Federal lands, comment noted. Problems associated with 
implementation of the NWFP are beyond the scope of the Plan and EIS. 
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Response to Comment G3-174 

The suggestions made based on Kareiva et al. (1999) and others 
are noted. However, the Services believe the relationship of the 
Plan’s Operating Conservation Program and Green Diamond’s 
commitments to the Plan’s biological goals and objectives, as 
discussed in Master Response 12, are consistent with ESA law and 
policy for ITPs. The Services’ Five Points Policy provides the 
basis for establishing biological goals and objectives in HCPs. 

 
Response to Comment G3-175 

The Operating Conservation Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2) 
relies on the best scientific and commercial data available (see 
Master Response 1.3), including the studies and analyses 
discussed in AHCP/CCAA Section 3 (Description of the Covered 
Species and their Habitats) and Appendix A (Profile of the 
Covered Species); AHCP/CCAA Section 4 (Description and 
Assessment of the Current Status of Aquatic Habitat and Covered 
Species in the Area Where the Plan Will Be Implemented) and 
Appendix C (Studies, Surveys, Assessments of Covered Species 
and their Habitats Conducted in the Current Plan Area); and 
AHCP/CCAA Section 5 (Assessment of Potential Impacts to 
Covered Species and their Habitats) and Appendix E (Potential 
Effects of Timber Management on Covered Species and their 
Habitats). 

 
Response to Comment G3-176 

See the response to Comment G3-100. 



Response to Comment G3-177 

See the response to Comment G3-111. 

Response to Comment G3-178 

The Plan relies on the best scientific and commercial data available (see 
Master Response 1.3) and, consistent with the Five Points Policy, the 
Plan contains monitoring (AHCP/CCAA Sections 6.2.5 and 6.2.7) and 
adaptive management measures (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.6) that will 
be implemented in response to certain triggers. Green Diamond also will 
establish an AMRA to allow some adjustments to Plan measures over 
the term of the Plan and Permits (see AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.6.3). 
The provisions in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2 are discussed in 
corresponding sections of AHCP/CCAA Section 6.3. 

 
Response to Comment G3-179 

The Services note that overall, conservation benefits associated with 
implementation of the Operating Conservation Program, in particular 
those associated with acceleration of the road implementation plan (see 
AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.3.2.1), will accrue at approximately the same 
time as, or in advance of, impacts associated with take. 
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Response to Comment G3-180 

See response to Comment G3-178. Further, as explained in 
AHCP/CCAA Section 7.3 (Benefits of Monitoring and Adaptive 
Management), the monitoring and adaptive management 
component of the Plan is intended to “monitor all of the key 
factors (response variables) that have the greatest probability to 
impact (be limiting for) the covered species and their habitat. The 
response variables selected were also chosen because they could 
be quantified with minimum subjectivity, statistically analyzed 
and used to modify management in an adaptive manner.” 
[emphasis added]. See also Master Response 15 (The Adaptive 
Management Reserve Account). 

 
Response to Comment G3-181 

See AHCP/CCAA Section 3 (Description of Covered Species and 
Their Habitats), which describes the life history characteristics and 
habitats of the two amphibian species (southern torrent salamander 
and tailed frog) and five fish species (Chinook salmon, coho 
salmon, rainbow trout, steelhead, and coastal cutthroat trout) 
covered under the Plan. AHCP/CCAA Appendix A (Profile of the 
Covered Species) and Section 4 (Description and Assessment of 
the Current Status of Aquatic Habitat and Covered Species in the 
Area Where the Plan Will Be Implemented) describe results of 
habitat and population assessments for covered species in the Plan 
Area and discuss monitoring of habitat conditions (such as water 
temperature, channel and habitat type, LWD assessment) and 
biological surveys (such as fish presence/absence surveys, summer 



juvenile salmonid population estimates, salmonid spawning surveys, 
and headwaters amphibian studies and monitoring). 

 
Response to Comment G3-182 

See Master Response 9. 

Response to Comment G3-183 

The Plan provides analysis of the expected impacts on the covered 
species of any taking that would be authorized [AHCP/CCAA Section 5 
(Assessment of Potential Impacts to Covered Species and Their Habitats 
that May Result in Take)], as well as an analysis of the expected 
effectiveness of the conservation measures in addressing those effects 
[AHCP/CCAA Section 7 (Assessment of the Conservation Strategy’s 
Effectiveness in Fulfilling the Plan’s Purposes)]. Overall, as described 
in AHCP/CCAA Section 7.4 (Summary of Mitigation and Minimization 
of the Impacts of Taking, including Cumulative Impacts), the proposed 
activities and management practices under the Operating Conservation 
Program are expected to improve habitat conditions for the covered 
species. Based on these sections and the Plan as a whole, the Services 
believe that the Plan satisfies applicable requirements for HCPs. 

 
Response to Comment G3-184 

See the effectiveness monitoring provisions set forth in AHCP/CCAA 
Section 6.2.5 and discussed in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.3.5. See also 
AHCP/CCAA Appendix D (Effectiveness Monitoring Protocols). 

 
Response to Comment G3-185 

Effectiveness monitoring provisions are set forth in AHCP/CCAA 
Section 6.2.5 and discussed in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.3.5. See also 
AHCP/CCAA Appendix D, as well as the implementation monitoring 
measures set forth in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.7 and discussed in 
AHCP/CCAA Section 6.3.7. Effectiveness monitoring results will be 
used over time to inform the adaptive management process. As 

discussed in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.3.5 and in IA Paragraph 10, the 
Rapid Response and Response Monitoring projects form the backbone 
of the adaptive management process. Each monitoring project has 
measurable thresholds which, when exceeded, initiate a series of steps 
for identifying appropriate management responses. To provide the 
ability to respond rapidly to early signs of potential problems while 
providing assurances that negative monitoring results will be adequately 
addressed, a two-stage “yellow light, red light” process will be 
employed. See AHCP/CCAA Section 7 (Assessment of the 
Conservation Strategy’s Effectiveness in Fulfilling the Plan’s Purposes) 
generally and, more specifically, AHCP/CCAA Section 7.3 regarding 
the benefits of monitoring and adaptive management. See also Master 
Response 15 (The Adaptive Management Reserve Account). 

 
Response to Comment G3-186 

See Master Response 12. 

 
Response to Comment G3-187 

Cumulative impacts are discussed in Master Response 3 as well as in 
AHCP/CCAA Section 5.7 (Summary of Potential Impacts of Take, 
Including Cumulative Impacts), Section 7.4 (Summary of Mitigation and 
Minimization of the Impacts of Taking, Including Cumulative Impacts) 
and Section 7.6 (Conclusions Regarding Mitigation of Impacts, 
Provision of Conservation Benefits, and Avoidance of Jeopardy). In the 
EIS, cumulative impacts, including with other plans, are discussed in 
EIS Section 4.1.2.2 (Approach to Cumulative Effects in this EIS) and 
Section 4.1.2.3 (Other Actions Assessed in the Cumulative Impacts 
Analysis). 

 
Response to Comment G3-188 

The status of the Covered Species is described in AHCP/CCAA Section 
4. See also AHCP/CCAA Appendix A (Profile of the Covered Species) 
and Appendix C (Studies, Surveys, Assessments of Covered Species 
and their Habitats Conducted in the Current Plan Area), and Master 



Response 9 (Quantifying Take). Assessment of the impacts of take is 
provided in AHCP/CCAA Section 7 and Appendix E, and EIS Section 
4. Mitigation and monitoring provisions are provided in AHCP/CCAA 
Section 6.2 and are discussed in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.3. 
Effectiveness of the monitoring protocols is discussed in AHCP/CCAA 
Appendix D. Based on the analysis in and supporting the Plan, the 
Services believe that the Plan satisfies the requirements of the Permit 
issuance criteria discussed in EIS Section 1.3 and Master Response 8. 

 
Response to Comment G3-189 

See the response to Comment G3-179. 

Response to Comment G3-190 

See the response to Comments G3-178, G3-180, and G3-185. 
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Response to Comment G3-191 

See Master Response 9. 

 
Response to Comment G3-192 

The Operating Conservation Program and IA include measures to 
address changed circumstances, unforeseen circumstances and 
monitoring results over time. See AHCP/CCAA Sections 6.2.9 
and 6.3.9 (Measures for Changed Circumstances), AHCP/CCAA 
Section 6.2.10 and IA Paragraph 4.3 (Measures for Unforeseen 
Circumstances and Interim Obligations upon a Finding of 
Unforeseen Circumstances, respectively) and response to 
Comment G3-109. The Services believe that these measures, 
together with other aspects of the Plan, satisfy the requirements for 
Permit issuance.  

 
Response to Comment G3-193 

Many quantitative assessments support information provided in 
the Plan. See, e.g. AHCP/CCAA Appendix C. 
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